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Amendment dated January 3, 2007 Reply to Office action of October 30. 2006 

REMARKS 

Prior to entry of this amendment, claims 6, 8-10, 12, 14, 15, 17, 18 and 20-24 are 
currently pending in the subject application. Claims 6 and 12 are independent. 
A. Asserted Obviousness Rejection of Claims 6, 8-10, 12, 14. 15, 17, 18 and 20-24 

In the outstanding Office Action Made Final, the Examiner rejected claims 6, 8-10, 12, 
14, 15, 17, 18 and 20-24 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. Patent 
No. 4,871,417 to Nishizawa et al. ("the Nishizawa et al. reference") in view of U.S. Patent No. 
6,178,973 to Franca et al. ("the Franca et al. reference"). The rejection is respectfully traversed 
for at least the following reasons. 

Page 4 of the Office action acknowledges that the Nishizawa et al. reference fails to 
disclose a focusing lens as recited in claims 6 and 12, and asserts that the lens 5 of the Franca et 
al. reference overcome the deficiencies of the Nishizawa et al. reference, as applied to 
independent claims 6 and 12. Applicants respectfully disagree. 

Page 6 of the Office action states that the test for obviousness is "what the combined 
teachings of the references, taken collectively would have suggested to one of ordinary skill in 
the art." Applicants respectfully submit, however, that Examiner must show that there is some 
suggestion or motivation, either in the references themselves or in the knowledge generally 
available to one of ordinary skill in the art, to modify a reference or combine reference teachings 
to arrive at the claimed subject matter. 1 The requirement that there be a motivation to modify or 
combine reference teachings means that establishing a prima facie case of obviousness involves 
more than simply piecing together different elements of prior art references. The mere fact that 



1 In re Vaeck, 947 F.2d 488, 20 USPQ2d 1438 (Fed. Cir. 1991). 
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references can be combined or modified is insufficient to establish motivation. Rather, the prior 

art must suggest the desirability of the modification or combination. 2 

Applicants submit that the Franca et al. reference, as stated in col. 1, lines 47-50 
and 58-65, is specifically directed to an apparatus including at least two distinct 
chambers, i.e., an ozone generation chamber containing oxygen and disposed along the 
optical path of the optical source, and a surface treatment chamber, which employs the 
same light energy source for surface treatment in the surface treatment chamber and for 
ozone generation in the ozone generation chamber. Thus, in an apparatus according to 
the Franca et al. reference, there is a delay from the time ozone is generated in the ozone 
generation chamber 12, and the generated ozone flows through the gas tubing members 
24 and onto the substrate 48 to form a condensate 38 on a surface of the substrate 48. 
Applicants further submit that this delay, e.g., may in fact prevent proper cleaning of the 
substrate 48. That is, inadequate cleaning of the substrate 48 may occur as a result of the 
delay between the time the oxygen is heated to generate ozone and the time the generated 
ozone is applied to the substrate 48 in the Franca et al. reference, and may require a 
subsequent treatment processing, as disclosed in the Franca et al. reference, during which 
the laser beam 44 may be transmitted from the ozone generation chamber 1 2 to the 
surface treatment chamber 10. The Franca et al. reference, col. 6, lines 2 2-5 1. 

Further, the Franca et al. reference fails to disclose or suggest, inter alia: 

a nozzle for spraying cleaning solution and an antipollution plate 
mounted between a lower part of the focusing lens and a upper part of the 
nozzle for preventing the focusing lens from being polluted by the 
cleaning solution, as recited in claim 6; and 

spraying cleaning solution onto a wafer through a nozzle and 
providing an antipollution plate between the nozzle and the focusing lens 
to prevent the cleaning solution from reaching the focusing lens, as recited 
in claim 12. 

2 In re Mills, 916 F.2d 680, 16 USPQ2d 1430 (Fed. Cir. 1990). 
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More particularly, applicants submit that the quartz plate 52 of the Franca et al. 
reference does not correspond to the antipollution plate of claims 6 and 12 because the 
quartz plate 52 does not prevent a cleaning solution from reaching a focusing lens. The 
quarts plate 52 may merely allow for transmission of a laser beam 44 between the two 
chambers (col. 6, lines 46-49 of the Franca et al. reference). 

Further, applicants submit that the Nishizawa et al. reference also fails to provide 
any suggestion or motivation for modifying the apparatus disclosed therein to include the 
focusing lens 5 of the Franca et al. reference and to overcome all the shortcomings of the 
Franca et al. reference. Applicants further note that hindsight may not be used to 
combine references forming a basis of a rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a). 

More particularly, applicants submit that the lid 10 of the Nishizawa et al. 
reference does not correspond to the antipollution plate of claims 6 and 12 because the lid 
10 does not prevent a cleaning solution from reaching a focusing lens. Thus, neither the 
Franca et al. reference nor the Nishizawa et al. reference disclose or suggest the 
antipollution plate of independent claims 6 and 12. 

Independent claims 6 and 12 of this application provide devices and methods that 
overcome the shortcomings of, e.g., the Franca et al. reference and the Nishizawa et al. 
reference. As discussed, e.g., in paragraph [0004] of applicants' originally filed 
specification, applicants identified shortcomings of the prior art resulting from the failure 
to heat a cleaning solution rapidly and/or using the resulting heated cleaning solution 
immediately thereafter to clean a wafer. The subject matter claimed in each of 
independent claims 6 and 12 respectively provide a device and method that overcomes at 
least such shortcomings of the prior art and are advantageous over the prior art by at 
least: (1) preventing excessive heating of a cleaning solution; (2) reducing an amount of 
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time that the cleaning solution is heated; (3) reducing and/or eliminating time between 
oxidation of the cleaning solution and cleaning of the wafer; and (4) reducing a cleaning 
processing time, while preventing corrosion of, e.g., a metal layer. 

Applicants respectfully submit that both the Nishizawa et al. reference and the 
Franca et al. reference fails to even identify such shortcomings in the prior art, let alone 
provide any suggestion or motivation to one of ordinary skill in the art to provide the 
combination of features recited in each of independent claims 6 and 12. 

For at least these reasons, applicants submit that one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of applicants' invention would not have been motivated to combine the 
teachings of the Nishizawa et al. reference and the Franca et al. reference to provide the 
combination of features recited in each of independent claims 6 and 12. For at least these 
reasons, applicants submit that the combination of the Nishizawa et al. reference and the 
Franca et al. reference fails to render obvious the subject matter of claims 6, 8-10, 12, 14, 
15, 17, 18 and 20-24. It is respectfully requested that the rejection be withdrawn. 
C. Conclusion 

If the Examiner believes that additional discussions or information might advance the 
prosecution of the instant application, the Examiner is invited to contact the undersigned at the 
telephone number listed below to expedite resolution of any outstanding issues. 
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In view of the foregoing amendments and remarks, reconsideration of this application is 

earnestly solicited, and an early and favorable further action upon all the claims is hereby 

requested. 

Respectfully submitted, 
Lee & Morse, p.c. 



Date: January 3, 2007 



Lee & Morse, p.c. 

3141 FairviewPark Drive, Suite 500 

Falls Church, VA 22042 

703.207.0008 tel 

703.207.0003 fax 




PETITION and 
DEPOSIT ACCOUNT CHARGE AUTHORIZATION 

This document and any concurrently filed papers are believed to be timely. Should any extension of the term be 
required, applicant hereby petitions the Director for such extension and requests that any applicable petition fee be 
charged to Deposit Account No. 50-1645 . 

If fee payment is enclosed, this amount is believed to be correct. However, the Director is hereby authorized to 
charge any deficiency or credit any overpayment to Deposit Account No. 50-1645 . 

Any additional fee(s) necessary to effect the proper and timely filing of the accompanying-papers may also be 
charged to Deposit Account No. 50-1645 . 
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